
,

- 2 -

TelecQm, DSC C~ica~icr.s, D19i~al !quipmen~ :orporation,

Ericssor. and AT&T). This enables ~he ~'"'I'Cs ana o",::'er -..:.sers of

CCSCIS ~o cevelop accura~e and ~p-~o-date ser~ice ~pecific

inves~n~s for ;~r'P0ses of ~is and ot:her ~roceecii::qs. The

vendor data is proprie~ary and the CCSCIS model is both a trade

secret and proprietary, a.ccording to 3e11 Commtmications

Research, :nc. ("Sellcore"), the owner of CCSCIS.

3. - =oo't:no~. 24: of-::'e =....ly 19 Orcier sta-:es ":ha~

"since. .. ....
••• ~he present prcceedinq. ,:vo :.zCS ·"ere able .. ,.-...

develop costs for 800 data case service wi'thout (CCSCIS or

similar :Doelel], ~es do ::ot need to rely en suc::' a model_tor

this service." That statemen~ is not valid vi'th respec,= to the

NTCs. The mcs have :el ied ....pon CC:SCIS 'to develop investmen1;S

for -:he eoo da~a base service. r am not aware of any other

means or ilroc:ess for developinq t.'\ose investmen-:s -=hat: would

efta.ble t:~e N'I'Cs to develop :-easonable coats for SOD da~a base

vert:ica1 services for ~his proeeedinq and ~a1: ·.auld ::.ot also

Lavolv. applications of proprietary data and models.

4 _ paraqraph 29 of 'the July 19 Order cUrec1:s any LEe

tha't relies upon CCSC:IS or a similar model in t~is proceec1inq

·'to disclose thos. models en -.:he record. It Be11co~e i:nposes

·limits Oft thoe use of CCSCIS by ~~. N'I'Cs and has est:ab11shed

severe =.st:ric~ions on ~~e aisclosure of i:forma't:ion cont:ained

in 0: pertainin; to t:. CCSCIS model. The NTCs have complied
,_.~,

-IIi~::' -:='CSli =ast::ic-;ions. The NTc. cannot: ~cmply vitho. 'those

res~ric~ion1i and also /I disclose" CC:SC:IS "on t.~e record."
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~suan~ 'to za u.s.c. 5 174'. ! ue..:l&J:. uceier i*'&l'ty

nf !'t1tr.JU~ t:ha1: ~11. fcreqolnq 11 ~r... and cor:ec't.

Ezec:u'teci on J\lly ;. P-, lt93.



t---

UDited Statel or AmerIca
Flcleral CcamgDJatio. Coaunfaloa

In !be Matter of )
)

800 Dill Sue Access Tariffs and the )
800 Service Mmqemem System Tariff )

)

cc Docket No. 93·129

1. I am Vice President - Replatory Aft'ain for CiDcinDlb Bell Telephone Company

("CBT"). CDT is a local ex~t'anae carrier ("LEe") IDd a partieipam in the above-captioned

proceediq. I provide this declaration to addreu .tatemeDtS COntlined in the Common Carrier

Bureau's Order DesipatiDa Issues for Invesdption released 1u1y 19, 1993 ("the July 19

Order"). I am penoDIIly familiar with the faces related herein. and am competeDt to testify

regardin, them if called upon to do so.

2. The Common ChanDel SipalliDg Cost Information System ("CCSCIS") is •

coqnnu model used by CIT, • CCSCIS li=-e, to calcu1ale mt·apportion the thared SS7

investmeDtS used by 800 data base aDd Other SS7-bued services. A key fealUre of CCSCIS is

its iIIcorporatioD of~ COIl data from five equipment YeDdon (Nonbml Telecom, DSC

CommUDicatiODS, Dilital Equipment Corporation. Ericsson and ATcln. This ID&bles CIT aDd

0Cber users of ccses to de\Ielop accurate IDd up-to-date service specific in~ for

purposes of this IDd other proceedinss. The veDdor data is proprietary and the ccscts model

is both a uade secret and proprietary. accorc!iDg to Bell Communications Research, Inc.

("BeUeore"), the OWDel' of CCSCIS.



,

FootDOCe 24 of the July 19 Order scates that ·liDee, ill the present proceedina. two

LEes were able to develop costs for 800 data base service without [CCSClS or similar model].

LEes do DOt Deed to rely exclusively on such • model for this service.· 1bat statement is not

valid with respect to CBT. CBT bas relied upon CCSeIS CO develop investments for the 800

data base service. I lID DOt aware of any other meaDS or process for dm:lopq those

invesuoenrs that would euable CBT to develop reasonable costs for 800 data base vertical

services for this proceediDa IDd that would not also involve applications of propriewy dau and

models.

Pursuant to 28 U.S~C. t 1746, I declare UDder peDI1ty of perjury that the fOI'e.oiq is

Executed on July 28. 1993.

'.

1=........*"*'11....,..

·2-
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.TLL 29 '93 eel 13 TO 1202S?95200

UlfITED STATES OF AllDICA
I'I:DEItAL COIBlUIfICATIONS CCIIKISSIOH

In 1:be Matter of )
100 Data .... Ace._ Tariff. )
Ud t:be 100 service llana9aent )
_1Y..at;;;",;; =--"_ar~lt;;,;f )

CC Docket No. 93-129

Declar.tion of Hartin w. C1-U1

1. I... Director of Requl.tory Mattera for The Southern

lIev zntJl&ftd Telephone Coapany (SNET). SRET 18 • local

ax=!ftCJ. carrier (-LEC-) aDd a participant in the

above-captioned proceec11nq. I provide thi_ declaration to

a4dr... 8tat~'ta cont.inecl in CD_on carrier Bureau'. Order

Deaivnatinq I.au•• for Inve.ti9.tlon dated July 19, 1993 (-the

3\1ly l' OZ'dar·). I .. paraonally f.miliar with the t.cts

related. here, and .. COIlpetent to te.tify regarding th_ if

called upon to do 80.

2. '!'be CO-on Channel 5i9l"linq Coat InforJlation 5y.tea

(·CCSCIS·) ia , cOJIPUter 1IOC!.1 used. by SlI'I:.l', a CCSCIS

llc:euee, 'to calculate and .pportion the shared SS7

iDvea~ta uaec1 by 100 clata ))as. and other 55' baaed

.-rvicaa. A key t_ture of CCSCIS i. ita incorporation of

current coat data frOJI five equipaent vendors (Nottilern

Telecoa, DSe COIIIlunications, Dlc;ltal Equipaent Corporation,

Ericaaon and AT'T) • This en.ble. SNET and other users of

CCSCIS to clevelop accur.u and'up-to-d.t. _rvice specific

inveataenta for purpo••• of thi. an4 other proceedings. In



I
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J'LL 29 '93 eel 14

- z -

TO 12e2S?9520l!l

ad4i~lOft ~o tile vudoz' clata, the aoclel .lao iDclwl_ aft

.,.ellle Woz.a~icm tbat i. propriftU'y, conf14.mtlal, and

wb!c::b ocma~l~u~.. 'trade secret 1ntona~lon. To ~e bea~ of -.yo

bowl..,e SJIET ~•• neva,. publ1ely d1Aclnt1!1Ad t:hill inforaa'tioD.

3. J'ootDot:. 2t of ~• .7uly 19 orclor ct:at:ocl 1:ha~ ·cd.noe,

1ft the preaent: proc::eeding, two UC. vere able ~o develop c;oa~.

tor aoo data ba.. service wltbou~ (CCSC:IS or s1Jl1lar aocsel),

t..ECs do N)~ naact ~o "..ly nn Aneh " 1IlMf!'1 tor this ••rvie..·

'l'bat .t:.at:~t i. not valieS vi~ r ••,.~ t:o· CHE'l'. SRET bao

relied upon CCSCIS t:o develop inveataenta fox the 100 4~u.

ba.. service. I .. not- aware ot any other ..ans or process

for dev.lopiNl 'those inv••t:.ent. that vouleS eAabl. 11Ift t:o

clav.lop r".onUlo ooat:a tor 100 dab billie veRiCAl .ervioe.

101: 1:hi. pxoceeding and that would nut .laau J.nvulv•

•ppl1ca~1ou of proprietary data and aodels.

Pursuant t.o 2' U. s. e. section 1'.', I d.elare uncIar

penAlt:y of perjury 'that: tile foreCJ0in9 i. true and co~ect.

klScut..eMl on July Z" 1"3.

1Y1~w.~
"....

(Declarant:)



~efore the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington DC 20554

----------------------------------------)
In the Matter of )

)
800 Data Base Access Tariffs and the ) CC Docket No. 93-129
800 Service Management System Tariff )

)

---------------------------------------

Declaration of Kenneth A. Moreland

1. lam Kenneth A.-Moreland, Staff Administrator - New

Services Pricing, GTE Telephone Operations, 600 Hidden Ridge,

HQE02012, Irving, Texas 75038. I provide this declaration to

address statements contained in the Order Designating Issues fo~

Investigation released by the Acting Chief, Common Carrier

Bureau, July 19, 1993 ("the July 19 Order"), BOO Data Base Access

Tariffs, CC Docket No. 93-129, particularly at footnote 24. ! a~

personally familiar with the facts related herein, and am

competent to testify as to those facts if called on to do so.

2. I developed the cost analysis and pricing to support the

BOO Data Base tariff filings on March 1, 1993 (Transmittal Nos.

775 and 36) of the GTE and Contel telephone companies. The

following procedures were carried out utilizing a costing model

developed by GTE:

A. I identified equipment involved in providing 800

Data Base service, including equipment already owned or

leased by the company as well as equipment planned to be

purchased or leased.

B. I identified the vendor's price to GTE for equipmen:

purchased or to be purchased. Leased facility costs were
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calculated based on tariffed rate elements under the tari~fs

of interexchange carriers. Pricing for equipment was

furnished by the equipment vendors with the understanding

that contract details concerning pricing and sizing

parameters would be held proprietary.

C. Based on GTE's forecasted usage of the equipment

involved, I either directly assigned the anticipated

aggregate equipment cos~s to 800 Data Base service when it

was planned to be dedicated to that service, or otherwise

a110cated the cost among s'ervices in accordance with

anticipated relative usage for each unit of equipment.

D. Based on GTE's forecasts of the anticipated volume

of SS7 Message Signaling Units (the lowest measurable commc:.

denominator for 5S7 traffic), I calculated "Total

Capitalized Cost· and -Total Expensed Cost" for an 800 Data

Base query as shown on Exhibit 6 in GTE's March 1 tariff

filing.

3. In carrying out the foregoing, I did not use the Common

Channel Signaling Cost Information System (-CCSCIS-) or the

Switching Cost Information System ("SCIS"), both developed by

Bellcore.

4. GTE's costing model is used to develop SS7-related costs

for other services in addition to 800 Data Base costs. Embodied

within this model is intellectual property and technical

information, including some which constitute trade secrets. This

information is highly sensitive and proprietary not only to GTE

but also to its various equipment vendors.
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. Section 1746, I declare under penalty

of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on July 28, 1993.
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+ Sprint

Ridlllrd Do UK'SOII

[);~Ior

F«imIJ Regu/tlto~' Reltltions
Unit«J Telephone Comptlnies

.. 1-'" _ .•J~ •.. :::";~~
.. '.} :~~

July 29, 1993

1850 M Slim, N.W. 11th Floor
Hfahingron. D.C 10016
Tt~phon~: flO]) 818· 7451

,

Mr. Gree;ory J. Veep:
Chief, Tariff Div1sion
Federal Communications commission
1919 M. street, Room 518

_ Waahine;ton, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Voqt,

Representatives of Bellcore asked the United Telephone
companies (United) to .end you this letter ree;ardine; United's
use of a model to determine the capital costs included in
United's rate. for 800 data base vertical features.

I con.ulted with the United co.tine; and rate development
experts that prepared United's 800 data base tariff filine;.
They inform me that United did not include any capital costs
in the rates for vertical feature.. Accordine;ly, United did
not use Bellcore's CC SCIS costine; model or any equivalent
costine; model to calculate the capital costs of 800 data base
vertical features.

However, united's experts also inform .e that had United
chosen to include capital costs, the same could not have been
precisely determined without the use of a proprietary model
or process containine; vendor proprietary information or
commercially sensitive information.

If you have que.tions about this matter, please contact
me at the telephone number or addre•• shown above.

Sincer~,

~/'.~~~~
Richard D. Lawson

cc: Jay C. Keithley
Vice President - Law and External Affairs
'Sprint/united Telephone

Craie; Smith"
Senior Attorney
Sprint/United Telephone

Stuart Drake
Kirkland , Ellis

Jame. F. Britt
Bellcore
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~AM
• Network Systems

Western Electrlca products
2600 Warrenville Road
Lisle, IL 60532
708 224.4000

August 23, 1993

James F. Britt
Executive Director
290 ~. Mt. Pleasant Ave.
LCC 2E-243
Livingston, NJ 07039

RE: 800 Data Base Designation Order - Cost Model Disclosure
Requirements

Based upon discussions with the FCC staff in the referenced matter, you
recently asked AT&T-NS to consider two proposed options intended to
address the review of Bellcore cost models (e.g. CCgelS and/or SCIS).
Our comments are summarized as follows:

1. Provide intervenor access, under very rigid and controlled
processes and nondisclosures.

Bellcore cost models contain AT&T-NS information that 1s
highly proprietary and competitively sensitive. Although
nondisclosure agreements offer some protection, that level
of protection is not sufficient, in the view of AT&T's Law
Department, in these circumstances. ~ether a nondisclosure
agreement's protection is adequate in each situation is a
function of balancing the nature of the proprietary
information involved and the harm which will occur upon
disclosure against the protections offered by the
nondisclo5ure agreement. The degree of competitive harm is
such that even the smallest risk that the nondisclosure
agreement might be violated 1s sufficient in this instance
eo lead AT&T-NS to the conclusion that this recommended
approach is not acceptable. Fureher, At&T-NS does not
believe that it would possess an adequate remedy at law to
compensate AT&T-NS for the potential losses which might
occur if an individual were to violate the nondisclosure
agreement.

2. Provide some rype of vendor certification to the commission
statiQ8 that vendor input information i. used within the
Be11core cost model(s) without modification ot
misrepresentation.
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At this point, AT&T·NS understands that some type of vendor
certification may be an appropriate activity for this
regulatory situation. In concept. we are supportive. ~e

do, however, reserve our final, ~ore definitive response to
some later date when the process details have been
established.

In general, AT&T-NS i8 interested in cooperating v1th Be11core, the
operating companies, and the FCC as much as possible. In doing 80 , two
objectives are foremost: 1) protection of our proprietary information;
and 2) maintain1ng m1n1mum expense levels. Should all possible
alternatives be unacceptable to the FCC, and the order to d1sclos8
Bellcore cost model information is implemented, AT&T-NS will regretfully
and immediately cease to provide all product, price, and feature
information to Bellcore for cost model development.

Ye are available to explore the pOlsibilities of a vendor certification
process if appropriate. Please contact me on 708-224-4178 ~hen further
assistance is needed.

M. R. Bruening
AI6I-NS
Service Cost, Iar1ff, and
Regulatory Consultant

Copy ~o:

D. Pines
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Dllital Ecluipment Corporation
Corporate Park 387 .
20 Corporate Place South
PllCaeaway, NewJersey 088'5·134'
908.562.4000

Auqust 16, 1993

Mr. Jame. Britt
Sell Communications Research
290 W. Mount Pleasant Ave.
Rm.: LeC 2£243
Livingston, N.J. 07039

Dear Mr. Britt:

AUG 17 1993

Thank you for your call regarding the options
available to Oi9ital regarding the releal. of
informatiop provided by Digital to aellcore for uae
in aellcor. price models.

We understand that certain intervening parties would
like to obtain access to elements of information
contained in the 8ellcore model. With respect to
the pricing information provided by Digital, we
would agree to review its accuracy as contained
within your pricing model and provide a statement
attesting thereto.

Digital List Pricing is open and available to
customers. However, individual company discounts
and allowances we consider to be confidential.

Yours truly,

~
Account Executive
Telecommunications

NL/pp
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AUG 26 1993

DIe Communication,
Corporation

WILLIAM R. TEMPEST
ViCI Pruld,nt.
SKrlll/)'.nd
O'(1,r.' Coun••1

August 24, 1993

Mr. James Britt
Executive Director
Bell Communications Research. Inc.
290 West Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Livingston, NJ 07039

Dear Mr. Britt:

The purpose of this letter is to confirm our recent telephone conversation
regarding certain matters pending before the Federal Communications
Commission (ftFCC").

You have advised me that the FCC has requested those local exchange carriers
("LEe's") which rely on cost models to file those models on the public record. At
least some of those models were trade secrets or contained trade secrets or
proprietary information.

Bell Communications Research, Inc. ("Bellcore") has delivered to the FCC
affidavits from, among others, all of the Regional Bell Operating companies,
Southern New England Telephone, GTE and Cincinnatti'Bell indicatin&" that the
cost models included proprietar:,.. information ofvendors, including, in SOIne
instances, DSC Com~unicationsCorporation.

I understand the FCC has proposed two alternatives. Under one alternative, a
vendor such as DSC would allow a certain number of interveners (AT&T, Sprint,
Mel, etc.) to look at the capacity of our product, and review costs and prices,
among other things. Access to this information would be limited, would be :Iiled
under seal and it is possible that there could be civil penalties for misuse or
unauthorized disclosure of the information. We find this alternative
unacceptable. Regardless of the 9afe~Rrdsimposed, at least one of our major
competitors would have access to highly sensitive information concerning our
products.



A second alternative would be for us to certify the information contained in the
models is what was provided to Bellcore and others by our Company. This
would require consultation between us and the affected LEe's to confirm that
the information contained in their respective pricing models accurately reflects
information provided by DSC. As between the two proposed alternatives, we
find the second alternative less unpalatable.

Very truly yours.

Dl~C~~UNICAT~SCORPORATION

~A~,~
William R. Tempest
Vice President. Secretary
& General Counsel

cc: Mo Shabana



5



natthotn
tclocam

Northern T.lecom Inc.
P.O. SOli 13010
A....reh Trlangl. P.rk
North Clrollna 27708-3010

IS1S} 8S2·S000
TWX 610·827·1801
TtI.eopy (818) 882-4748

August 13, 1993

James F. Britt, Executive Director
Bell Communications Research, Inc.
Room LCC-2E-243
290 W. Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Livingston, New Jersey 07039

RE: FCC 800 Database Designation Order
(CC Docket No. 93-129)

Dear Jim:

This letter is to confirm our recent conversation regarding possible
vendor response options to the above-referenced FCC Designation
Order pertaining to 800 Database Access Tariffs which was adopted
and released by the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau on July 19, 1993.

OUf objective at Northern Telecom Inc. is to cooperate as fully as
possible with Bencote and the FCC in connection with the Designation
Order, consistent with the appropriate protection of Northern
Telecom Inco's confidential information including technical and other
strategically sensitive data.

You indicated during our conversation that the FCC' and Bellcore
desire to avoid following the same expensive and time·consuming
process with respect to the Designation Order that was followed in
connection with the FCC's ONA proceeding in order to protect the
switch vendors' confidential information. In that regard, you also
indicated to me that two alternative processes for protection of the
switch vendors' confidential information are under consideration in
order to address the FCC's requirements as well as the concerns of
the switch vendors, such as NTl, for the protection of their
confidential information.

As I understand these alternative processes, one process would
involve some form of certification or confirmation to be provided by
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each switch vendor to the FCC concerning the accuracy and/or
completeness of that switch vendor's switch data that bas been
furnished to Bellcore for use by Bellcore in populating Bellcore's
CC SCIS model. The other process, as I understand it, would require
the lareement of the switch vend'ors to allow Bellcore to disclose
fully the CC SCIS model and its contents, including tbe switch
vendors' confidential information, to intervenors in the Designation
Order proceeding, subject to a Nondisclosure Agreement.

In our view, the latter alternative involving full disclosure of tbe
CC SelS model does not appear to be appropriate for protection of
NTI's confidential information. The information provided by
Northern Telecom to Bellcore in connection with tbe CC SelS model is
similar to that provided by NT! to Bellcore with respect to Bellcore's
SCIS model which was the subject of the FCC's DNA proceeding. In
that regard, our position concerning the possible disclosure of
Northern Telecom's information to intervenors in this proceeding,
even under a Nondisclosure Agreement, would be similar to the
position we took in the FCC's ONA proceeding. We would object to
such disclosure. Northern Telecom would not object, however, to
protections in this proceeding which were no less protective of
Northern Telecom's confidential information than the protections
which applied to Northern Telecom's information pursuant to the
FCC's ONA proceeding.

On the other hand, we believe that it is possible that the other
alternative process which would involve some type of certification or
confirmation by NT! and the other switch vendors with respect to
the accuracy and/or completeness of their switch data that was used
by Bellcore to populate the CC SelS model may be appropriate.
Before Northern Telecom could take a definitive position on this
alteTnative we would need to understand better the details
concerning the processes and requirements that would apply to the
alternative. For example, since Northern Telecom has had limited
access to the CC SCIS model, it would not appear to be appropriate
for Northern Telecom to certify or confirm that Northern Telecom's
information has. in fact, been appropriately inputted into the CC SCIS
model.

In conclusion, we believe the certification/confirmation process
identified above is likely to be the more appropriate of the two
alternatives for the protection of Northern Telecom's and the other
switch vendor's confidential information. We are willing to consider
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that alternative further upon receipt of a more detailed description
of that. alternative. We would be pleased to work with you and/or
the FCC to attempt to provide our insights with respect to the further
definition of that alternative, if you believe that would be helpful.

Sincerely,

( \ ,,'J. (.$.'/.' ~
.>'/ ..,.~ ,f ,AA,/I

.' tJohn Bea
! / Department 7219, RTP
V

5t6192a/f5

cc: Paul Dejongh
Mike Bass



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, stuart A.C. Drake, do hereby certify that on this 16th

day of September, 1993, I have caused copies of the foregoing

PETITION FOR WAIVER and AFFIDAVIT OF JAKES F. BRITT to be served

via first-class united States Mail, postage prepaid, upon the

persons listed on the attached service list.

Stuart A.C. Drake 'Z



*Tariff Division
Federal Communications Commission
Room 518
1919 M street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*Kathleen B. Levitz
Federal Communications Commission
Room 500
1919 M street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*Gregory J. Vogt
Federal Communications Commission
Room 518
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554
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Federal Communications commission
Room 518
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Washington, DC 20554

*Steven Funkhouser
Federal communications commission
Room 518
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Federal Communications Commission
Room 518
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Federal Communications commission
Room 518
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Federal communications commission
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Federal Communications Commission
Room 544
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*Gary Phillips
Federal Communications commission
Room 544
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*Tom Quaile
Federal Communications commission
Room 518
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*International Transcription
Services

suite 140
2100 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

James P. Tuthill
Betsy S. Granger
Theresa L. Cabral
Nancy C. Woolf
pacific/Nevada Bell
Room 1525
140 New Montgomery street
San Francisco, CA 94105

James L. Wurtz
pacific/Nevada Bell
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

William A. Blase, Jr.
Southwestern Bell
Suite 1000
1667 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corporation
Suite 1200
1850 M street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036·

Roy L. Morris
Allnet Communication Services
suite 500
1990 M street, N.W.
washington, DC 20036

Jay C. Keithley
United Telephone companies
Suite 1100
1850 M street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

craig T. Smith
United Telephone Companies
P.o. Box 11315
Kansas city, MO 64112


